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I. GENERAL COMMENTS FCC Mail Room

1.

These comments are being filed representing me, solely. I am a
licensed professional engineer that has been designing
communications networks for many years.

. I have not had enough time to read all reply comments to the FCC

NPRM. I have read the FCC’s NPRM and the National Broadband
Plan. I do not understand today many of the sections of these
documents, and therefore, anticipate errors in this specific filing. The
information in the FCC documents includes many important issues
addressing USF, ICC, reasonable rates, lifeline, link-up America, etc.,

and potentially issues affecting Carrier of Last Resort obligations
(COLR) for the “21* Broadband Century”.

. I'will need help and guidance from the FCC going forward if I am

to continue to practice my profession (I am a licensed professional
engineer in Louisiana-1974 and Tennessee-2002).

. My goal here is to express my concerns about new rules, if any, that

may affect my ability to design communications systems for the future
and my own continuing education in this regard. With my comments
herein, I am only concerned about engineering infrastructures for
facility based COLR’s.

I would hope that, as a result of new rules associated with this NPRM,
would address the questions that I will ask the FCC at the end of this
document. Unlike others (that I will quote herein), 1 believe that the
FCC has been valuable over the years associated with facilitating the
deployment of radio, television, digital HD television, wire-based
telecommunications, cellular, PCS, etc.

I have witnessed wireless licenses being awarded based upon
comparative hearings, lotteries and auctions, just as one example of
continuing change. Times and methods of operation change. I don’t
have enough knowledge to opine on award of spectrum licenses but
overall as a customer and observer, provision of wireless services has
been a wonderful success. I realize times are changing now with
broadband communications the new focus.
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7. 1 need guidance from the FCC to continue to design
communications systems-only for COLR facility based subsidized
communications systems-if the COLR concept will even exist in
the future.

8. If there are no obligations of a company but private sector
survival, so be it.

9. I scanned several small telephone company filings )particularly
from Alaska), that feel that this NPRM addresses company
survival issues.

10.1 realize that the goals of the future are based upon broadband services
delivery, and they will be variable packet-based, but sadly from my
engineering perspective, there may be more to it than a mission
statement, NPRM, broadband plan and a two month comment process.
I believe the FCC a serious obligation to address future “high-cost”
universal services support issues associated with communications
infrastructure for the future, just and reasonable rates, intercarrier
compensation and numerous associated serious issues going forward.
There are costly infrastructures involved providing communications
that my clients believed in the past, that these infrastructures were
related to community, quality, intercompany and industry agreements
and national security.

11.Communication is a two-way service that requires standards for
systems to interoperate and to be of any value.

12.1t is my opinion that, future considerations associated with design and
implementation of Ethernet packet-based broadband IP infrastructure
should include security but yet, relative to education, eCommerce,
etc., enhance our country’s ability to compete and win in a global
economy. The future should be a “win-win” situation for all. Who is
in a better position to “broker” the immediate needed guidelines and
intercompany agreements, etc., over a transition period than the FCC?

13.1 believe the cases for every type of “eService” imaginable over time
have been well documented associated with, for example,
“eCommerce”, “eMedicine”, “eEducation”, etc. I am a “believer” and
desire to do a good job going forward associated with the design of
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bandwidth” solution is flawed over time in his opinion during that
past time frame. I have not read anything recently that has convinced
me that this is still not the case today. I may be wrong and if so,
please describe in future rules and publications by the FCC, what is
the new method to provide guaranteed end-to-end IP quality of service
(QoS) if this is even a goal or an issue for the future all IP network.
For purposes of my reply comment (almost generic in nature), QoS
used herein only will apply to broadband packet congestion within an
interconnected variable packet based Ethernet network. I do realize
that there are numerous metrics concerning IP QoS, but my only
concern today is to me the most complex, which is congestion in an
unexpected overloaded network condition with a remedy and if this is
even a goal going forward that should be addressed. 1 feel an
obligation to address this situation as an engineer at the end of the line
associated with my country and national security. Also since many
systems I design receive subsidized monies, I need objective high
level guidance or I may error on the side of “perceived system gold
plating”. It currently seems to me like any new broadband network
infrastructure should support full interworked integrated services (and
to a lesser extent-differentiated services) IP QoS techniques.

1lIl. QUESTIONS HOPEFULLY ADDRESSED BY FCC RULE

o

Will there be a designated COLR in the future? Will it be broadband
specific or continue to be a telephone company that is currently
offering satisfactory broadband services to its entire community?
Does it make any since to have two (or more if wireless is included)
facility based COLR’s in a rural “high-cost” areas receiving
subsidies?

. In an area where there is existing waveguide(s), will this affect COLR

designation?

Will existing COLR designations be changed in any way? From a
high-level analysis, will a COLR continue to receive a guaranteed
ROR on prudent investments?
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CONCLUSION FCC Mail Room

1. Please consider these comments as new division of revenue methods,

changes to USF/ICC, packet based interconnection and national
infrastructure goals are formulated associated with broadband
communications. Bold study and immediate leadership is definitely
needed by the FCC. Please address the questions at the end of this
document.

2. Based upon the comments that [ have read, I can easily support
comments made by OPATSCO, RBA, JSI, National Telephone
Cooperative Association, Small Company Committee of LA, Texas
Statewide Telephone Coop and all small independent telephone

companies that are deploying broadband infrastructure as COLR.

Respectfully submitted,
Robert A. Hart IV, P. E.
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